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Dear Mssrs, Wall and Lorenz:

FINAL FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR THE GROUNDWATER OPERABLE UNITS,
(GWOU) AT THE CHEMICAL PLANT AREA AND ORDNANCE WORKS AREA,
WELDON SPRING, MISSOURI

This Jetter provides an update regarding activities related to the GWOU at the chemical
plant area since the draft final Feasibility Study (FS) report was issued in March of 1998.
The FS has recently been finalized incorporating commnents received from the EPA,
MDNR and the MDGOC in April of 1998, Therefore, in addition to minor changes
sternming from a final editorial review, some text deletions and additions were
incorporated to reflect the comments received. Enclosed is a compilation of these
comments and the corresponding resportses. Copies of the final FS will be available to
support public review of the Proposed Flan. ' _

In addition to finalizing the F3, additional field tests were also performed 10 determine the
gffects of groundwater withdrawal on the aquifer and groundwater flow directions
panjcularl}r"in thie area of the trichiorcethylene (TCE) plume. These efforts were
undertaken so that uncertainties related to groundwater removal and treatment for TCE
could be better determined. The tesulis of the pump test are presented in 2 completion
report which has been recently transmitted to you. The results indicate that although a
much higher yield than initially projected was obtained feom the rest well, the aquifer
became dewatered and recovery is still occurring after four months. This indicates that the
application of a conventional pump and treat type approach could not be performed on a
continuous basis.

A re-evaluation of several technologies was also performed in an effort to identify the most
viable technology or approach io address the TCE area. Technology vendors representing
in-situ type approaches were invited to present infermation about their respective
technology. As a result of these additional reviews and incorporating information gleaned
from the recent pump test, it bas been determined that the implementation of in-situ
chemical oxidation of TCE may be feasible in remediating the TCE plume. Therefore, we
plan to incorporate this technology into the proposed action that would be presented in the
draft final Proposed Plan.




Mr. Dan Wall/Mr. Tom Lorenz

The draft final Proposed Plan for the Department of Energy will be transmitted for your

review by December 23, 1998. Please do not hesitate to contact Karen Reed if you have
any questions Or CONCETNS.

Sincerely,

Project Manager
" Weldon Spring Site
Remedial Action Project
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Atiachoent. Responses to Comments on the Dralt Final Feasibility Study for

Remedial Action for the Groundsater Operahle Units, March 1998

# Comment ¥, Page, Cominent Respoiise
Section, Para., Bic.
EPA {Tom Lorecaz)
Specific Commenis
. i. Table 2.2 Tt 3= stated under the implementability column that it may be We apree that mote information is available in the litcrature for
Matural difficult to show that natural attepuation is occurring. This may be measuring the effects of natural alenpation for TCE than for the
Attenuation the case for nitroaromatics and nitrates; however; there are standard | other contaminanis; we have revised the text accordingly to
analytical procedures for determining the effects of natural make this clarification.
attenuation, wilh regard to TCE. The lests are listed on page 3-17
of this report. By monitoring for these parzmeters along the length
of the plume, natoral attenuation could be confirmed.
2. 7. Gection 3.3.2.2, | Considerable discussion is provided on the Jarge volume of the Text has been revised to include a calculation incorporaling an
Alternative 2: arifer 1o be treated. However, the volume, as presented, is the effective porosity of 25%.
Monitoring with ~volume of the aquifer inctuding the solid matrix, which is
No Active misleading, ‘The objectivé is to remove the contaminants from the
Remediation, Page | aquifer; however, no alternatives deal with treating the aquifer
3-6, First Bullet matrix. If the objective is to treat the groundwater, an effective
porosity value should be added o provide a more realistic picture
of the quantities to be remediated. This s also significant
: considering the presentations throu ghout the report dealing with the
low hydraulic conductivity of the formaticns, which can be directly
retated ta low effective parosity. By incorporating an effecting
porosity of nine percent, and using traditional groundwater umits,
the amount of treated matetial drops from 5.13 billion cubic feet to
11,000 acre feet. This discussion needs to be presented in a more
realistic manner,
_n,__"
1298 |




“Attachment. Responses to Comiments an the Draft Final Feasibifity Stud

y for Remedial Action faor the Groundwater Operable Un

jts, March 1998

# Comment #, Page, Comnment Response
Section, Para., 2I¢.
3. 3. Section 3.3.2.8, | This paragraph mentions the “radius of influence” for the In-Well Text has been revised (o incinde the calcnlations requested.
Altemative 8: In- Vapor Stripping technolopy; however, ho quantitative :
Situ Treatment of representation is given for the Weldon Spring site. Provide a
TCE Using In-Well | realistic indication of the radius of influence that is anticipated.
Vapor Stripping,
Page 3-38, Second
Patagraph
4. 1. Section 3.5.4.2, | This paragraph refers to “significant amouits of data” supporting Text has beea revised to clarily.
Implementability. Ihe ineffectivensss of a punip-and-treat system when dealing with
Page 3-51, Pourth | TCE, yet provides no direct reference for thiz data. This is a very
Taragraph penctnl statement “This section should show whether this data
incorporates site characteistics similar to those at Weidon Spring,
and whether the concentration levels are similar. it has been shown
that at high concentrations of TCE, pump and treat is ineffective
due to the aquifes matrix scquiring an affinity for the solvent, in
gssence becoming ugolvent-wet” Describe whether this iz the
difficulty that is being referenced. .
5. =T Section 1.5.4.2, | The first sentence slates that the contaminants are “absorbed” by The sentence has been deleted.
Implementability, | the activated carbon. Activated carbon wotks by “adsorption.”
Page 3-32, Second | Please correct this sentence.
Paragraph
6. . Section 3.5.4.3, | Thecost for remediation appears o e mis-typed. The range is Sentence revised to stale £120 miltion.
Cost, Page 3-53, stated as “$41 million and $12 miilion.” Should this read “$41
First Paragraph million and $§120 mitlion?”
L =
i2r98 2




Atiachment. Responses 10 Comments on the D

raft Final Feasibility Study for Remedial Action for the Groundwater Operable Units, March 1998

Comment #, Page,
Section, Para., gtc.

Comment -

Response

7. Table 3.2,
Sereening of
Preliminary
Alternalives, Page
3-58

Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 are listed as esseptially the same
technology; however, in the screening precess alternative 2 appears
to repiace Alternative 3 as the natural sttenuation alternative.
Natural attenuation is undeveloped for pitroaromatics; however, its
elfectiveness for TCE is well documented and easily monitored
with proper placement of moniforing points. One of the
allernztives fhat is retained should address this fact,

The protocol on nataral aitenuation of chlorinated atiphatic
hydrocarbons such as TCE requires extensive groundwater
modeling to demonstrate that contaminant degradation witl
rechice concentrations below cleamup poals before potential
exposure pathways are reached. The underground stratigraphy
within the TCE-contaminated zone of the arquifer is
heterogeneous and has been conceptualized to be a diffuse flow
system, with superimposed conduit flow in large isolated
fractures. These two regimes of groundwater flow greatly
increase the complexity of the three-dimensional contaminant
tranaport and flow modeling neccssary to demonsirate natural
atenuation. As such, it would be very difficult to model
conlaminant transport in sufficicnt detail to distinguish helween
decreases ju TCE concentration due io dispersion versus
decreases by degradation or other natural means. Whether
natural attenuation is proven through detailed groundwater
sinmciation is a major distinction between Alternatives 2 and 3,
and was one of the reasons why Alternative 3 was not retained
for further consideration. Further explanation on the sCreening
of the various aiternatives is provided in Section 3.6 (Screening
Summary and [dentification of Final Alternatives).

8. Section 4,
Detailed Analysis
of Final
Alternatives, Page
4-1

The 1ext states that twa of the alternatives were retained fiom
Section 3. However, there are four ailernatives presented. Please
list all retained alternatives.

Comment noted and text has been revised.

9_ Section 4.3.5,
Implementability,
Pape 4-1%

Explain the reasening hohind the design tlow tate of 1Lfs. This
was not explained in the text. This would provide for a system
flow rate of 3000 gpm to 9750 gpm.

Revised “ I Lis” to “1.2 Limin” A reference has added to
support 0.3 gpm valce.

12458




Attachment, Responses i Comments on the Draft Finnl Feasibility Study for Remedial Action For the Groundwaier Operable Units, March 1998 J
# Comment #, Page, Comment Response
Section, Mara., cte.
10 10 Section 4.3.6, | Thetext Tists the WSSRAFP on-site disposai cell as a location for Sentence revised to state that site disposal cell is only avaiiable
._EEnEnEwEEw disposal services. Please explain if this is short-term disposal or as an option for dispesal of waste in the “sbort term.”
disposal over the life of the project. 1f the latier, please vetify
whether the Department of Energy is willing to accept wastes for
the next 30 years.
11. 11. Appendix I The use of Linit Price Books supplied with RACER whould be done | Reviewed spreadsheets and revised Appendix F accordingly.
with caution. For example, in Trble F.3 on Page F.9 for the
concrete surface pad, the RACER dalabase lists this as $3.66 per 2
in x 2 in x 4 in pad, which is not realistic, The cost breakdown
sheets need to be reviewed carefully to ensure thal the estimates are
reasohable. These Jiscrepancies can cause bias with cost
eslitnating.
_V.w
MDNR Glen Carfson
| Major Comments
v
L
1294 1



Atlischment. Responses to Comments an the Draft Final Feasibility Study

for Remedial Action for the Groundwater Operable Units, March 1998

Comment #, Page,
Section, Pama., etc.

Corament

Response

12D8

The alternative “would satisfy the statutery preference for treatment
25 & principal element of remediation and provides reduction in
toxicity, mobility, or volume of the contaminated groundwater
through treatment.”

Neveriheless, DOE and the Army declare this alternative has the
highest cost. This is based on highly uneertain estimates of the
sumber of wells requited to remediate il TCE-contaminated
proundwater above cleanup standards. For the WSOW, the
estimates vary fron: 12 io 5,380 wells; for lhe WSCP, the estimates
vary from 258 to 1,080 wells. It should alse be noted that ol the
458 wells estimated for the WSCP, 111 are estimated for a single
cluster of welts; another estimate of 299 welis for the WECP 20}
are estimated fot “zone 1.” For the WSOW, as welt, for one
estitnate af 28 wells, 20 wells are for 2 single contaminated zone.

n addition to the well clusters and contamination zones identified
in Appendixn C of the FS, other possible candidates include nitrate-
contaminated groundhwater notth and south of the raffinats pits, -
uraniont-contaminated groundwater nogth of the raffinate pits, and
2 4-DNT-contaminated groundwater in the northeast corner of the
WSCP.

We repeat our suggestion that DOE and the Army identify localized
aress of high contamination {“hot spots”) and evaluate the
feasibility of remediating individual hot spots. DCE and the Amy
should not limit their evaluation to alternatives that remediate gl
hot spats.

In response to this eomment 2nd to provide additional
information for comparison, Alternative 4 (Groundwater
remmovat and on-site treatment using GAC) was added for
detailed analysis. An additional altemative, Alternative 9 (In-
situ chemical oxidation of TCE by Fenton Chemisiry) has also
been added to provide the necessary information vegarding this
technology.

The analysis presented in Appendix € provides for estimates of
the number of extraction welis needed for all ohserved zones ol
contarnination at both the WSCP and the WSOW. The
additional candidate areas suggested in this coniment wers
included in the analysis. The nitrate and uranium north and
south of the rafiinate pils are analyzed in Zone 3 atid the 2 4-
DNT a1 northeast comer of the WSCP analyzed in Zone 1 (see
Appendix C of FS). We acknowledge that there are
uncertainties in the calcufations bul these uncertainties are
ptimarily related 1o the complex hydrogeology and
heteropenecus geclogy of the site.

Althotgh the eecently completed pump test performed at the
TCE area of the WSCP indicate that the aquifer was mote
transmissive than previously estimated, recharge is Iimited by
structural controls, which results in dewatering of the area.
Therefore, pump-and-treal may not be effective in that it could
still take a long time to affect a decrease in TCE coocentrations.

Essentially, the calculations petformed for this altern atlve
ingicate that the nuriber of wells andfor the length of time
required (o remexdiate the so-called individual “hot spots™ are
large.

Concentralions of nitroatomatic compatnds, nitrate, and
uranium can be monitored in the next several years to determine
positive Impacts from source remgvals. The implementation of
a pump-and-treat technology to address these contaminants at
this time would be premature and might take an equaliy long ot

longer perzod of time at a greater cosl than monitoring.
5




Attachment. Respanses to Comments an the Draft Final Feasibility Study for Remedinl Action for the Groundwater Operable Units, March 1998

Comment #, Page,
Section, Para., ete.

Comment

Response

2

Migration of TCE contamination south of the Chemical Plant
across the groundwaler divide remains a significand risk. “The
areal extent of TCE contamination at the site extends from east of

Raffinate Pit 3 to the south and southeast of Raffinate Pit4." F3, p.

1-18. Assuming, as suggested by DOE, that the raffnate pits are
the source of the TCE, contamination has apparently flowed south,
tovward the groundwater divide (See FS, Figure 3.7, p. 3-34). This
behavior is nof completely inexplicable since TCE, which is denser
than water, could migrate againat the flow of groundwater. We
reiterate our comment made during our review of the GWOU
Remedial nvestigation: What investigation has beent made of TCE
migration seuth across the groundwater divide?

On the macre-scale it appears that TCE-contaminated
proundwater is flowing toward the groundwater divide. In
reality, this feature is not a “line” from which groundwater
would flow downgradient front, but rather a broad feature
whete minor variations in groundwater elevations can oceur.
Since the TCE coitlamination occurs in a discrete area, this
problem must be deal with on a micro-scale.

Utilizing the hydraulic head distribution map from the Rl
{Figure 3-7}, it can be seen that the groundwaier divide is a
broad feature, which incorporates the area where Lthe TCE
contamination has been delineated. A closer comparison of the
groundwater elevations in this area indicates thal there is
typically less than a 1-foot difference across the arca south and
southwest of Raffinate Pits 3 and 4. AY of the wells in this area
also have minor fluctuations in groundwater elevation (less than
3 5 ft — RI — Table B.15). Based on this data, the groundwater
is flowing along the divide to the trough, which has been
identified on the hydraulic head distribution map presented in
the RI (Figure 3-7). This trough is connected to the preferential
flow system that-has been identified to discharge at
Burgermeister Spring.

A tracer test was performed in a weil located near the center of
the TCE plume. Results show that groundwater originating
from this area does not cross the divide, but rather flows porth
toward Burgermeister Spring. Mo positive resulfs were
identified in the spring itself.

¥
It is true that TCE, as well as other DNAPLs, could migrate
against the flow of groundwater, but in this case there is no free
product 6f DNAPL plume. The TCE present at the chemical
plant is.in the dissolved phase and will migrate with the
groundwater, (herefore movement against the groundwater
gradients will not likely occur.




Attachment. Resp

poses {0 nuEE.nim an the Drait Final Feasibility Study for Remedial Action for the Groundwater Operable

Einits, March 1998

Comment #, Page,
Section, Para., cic.

Comment

Response

3

The justification for waiver of groundwater cleanup standards is
incomplete. The need for a Technical Impracticability {T1) waiver
is suggested, but no details on the scope of the waiver are given,
and the technical justification is flawed and incomplete. DXOE and
the Aty have not yet clearly identified the ARARs or cleanup
standards for wirich the TI waiver is sought and the areas over
which the TI waiver will apply. A TI waiver is not a blanket
watver, i.&., groundwater cleanup standards are not necessarily
waived for all cantaminants throughout the affected areas and for

all lime.

-

Comment noted. Discussion reparding T1 and its scope is not
typically part of an FS, The FS has besn revised to provide
avaitable data that could be used to suppurt s Tl ata later Hme,
if needed. However, dizcussion regarding need for a waiver has

been deleted.

Reliance on institutional controls shifts responszibility for protecting
the public to innocent landowners. Institutional cantrols should not
substitute for active respbhse measures as the sole remedy unless
siich measures that actually reduce, minimize, or eliminate
contamination are not practivatle. Treatment and pennancat
remedies are preferred gver simply preventing exposures through
legal controls. [nstitutional controls are a necessary supplement
when waste is left in place, when there is no practicable way to

" actively remediate a site, or when they are the only means available

ta protect human health.

Comment noted.




Atlachment. Responses to Comments o

o the Draft Fial Feasibility Study for Remedial Action for (he Gronndwater Operable Units, March 1998

Comment #, Page,
Section, Para., eic.

Cominent

Response

TFOE and the Army have not yet demonsivated that active
remediation is impracticable or that instilutional controls are the

| only means available to protect human health, The institutional

controls anticipated by DOE and the Army include deed restrictions
prohibiting residential or agricultursl use of groundvwater. Drilling
for mineral, water, or ather purposes would also be prohibited.
Without firs exhausting all practicable active measures, it is
inappropriate for Lhe DOE and the Army te attempl to shift to
inmocent parties (including privale landowners) the burden of
preventing exposures to contantination and the cost of damaged
natural resources.

Active remediation of sources is currently being implemented as
part of the chemica} plant ROD and Ordnance Warks QU1
ROD. The evalzations in the FS indicate that there may be no
alternative available to actively address groundwater
contaminants in a timely and cost-effective manner because of
the Timitations imposed by the complex hydrogeclogy of the
site.

Pownt of compliange. EPA guidance staies, for groundwater,
remediation levels should be attained throughout the contaminated
phume, or at and beyand'the edge of the waste management ared.
DOE and the Army instead propose that Burgermeister Spring
(2pproximately 1 mite north of the WSCP and W3TA) be the point
of compliznce for the demonstrating attainment of groundwater
cleanup standards.

Comment noted. However, it should be considered that the 1990
MNCP Preamble at 55 FR 8752 and page 17 of the Fresumpfive
Response Strategy and Ex-Situ Treatment Technologies for
Contaminated Ground Water gt CERCLA Sites (EPA 540-R-96-
023, October 1996) indicate that in some cases, such as where
several distinct sources are in close geographic proximity, it
may be appropriate to move the point of compliance o
“encompass the sources of release.” In such cases, the point of
compliance may be defined to address the problem as a whnle,
rather than source by source. Because contaminated
groundwater may discharge and pose a risk to environmental
resources, “groundwater PRGs should be set at levels that are
protective of these other resources” {page 17, Ritles of Thaemb
for Superfind Remedy Selection, EPA 540-R-97-013, August
19097, .

|y

. 1275
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Aftachment. Respanses fo Comments on the

Draft Final Feasibility Study for Remedial Action for the Groundwater Operable Units, March 1598 ]

Comment #, Page,
Section, Para., .

Comment

Response

4.

The risk from rltiple contaminants is ignored. CERCLA requires
that “where the aggregate tisk of [muitiple] contaminants based on
existing ARARs exceeds 10 or where remediation goals are not
determined by ARARs, EPA uses 10 as a point of departure for
establishing preliminary remediation goals.” DOE and the Amuy
have calewlated Preliminary Reduction Goals (PRGs) tased oi: risk
from individual contaminants. They have not yet demonstrated that
the aggregale risk of multiple contaminents based on existing
ARARS does not exceed 107, 1f the apgregate risk exceeds 10
the PRGs should be recalcntated to comply with 10 point of
departurs,

The ri5k from multipie contaminants has been determined and
presented in the BRA. Calculations of PRGs based on risk [rom
individual contaminamts are consistent with EPA recommended
methodologies. A review of the PRGs indicate that the
appregaie risk from the carcincgenic COCs {ie.,, TCE, 2,4.,6-
TNT, 2,4-DNT, and urantum} should not exceed the 107 risk for
the residential scepario.

Lt

Reasonablc maximum exposure scenario. The risk-based
Preliminary Remedialion Goals (PR(<) are correctly based on 10°%
rigk of excess cancers as ifie point of departure. However, Lhe
reasonable maximum exposure (RME) scenario is incorrectly
defermined o be recreational instead of residential. The proposed
PROs based on the recreational visitor exposure scenario are
approximately 100 times the values for iKe residentizl scenario.
DOE and the Army justify their “belief” in the recreational visitor
scenatic by ignoring the surrounding properties (it is volikely that
the shallow aduifer beneath the WSCF and the WSOW would be
used by a future resident.” F5, p. 1-20, emphasis added.} or by
appealing to unspecified “county zoning requirements for futitre
housing developments” and a limited sample of municipal building
permits and new well construction.

The RME of a recreational ¥isitor scenario has consistently been
preseated in the RIFS documents prepared for the GWOUs of
the WSCP and the WSOW, Therefore, to be consiatent, risk-
based PRGs were approprisiely based on the 10 or Hazard
Tndex of 1 equivalent for the recreational scepaiio, However,
since ARARs for the primary coptaminants (TCE, 2.4-DNT,
nitraie} are below the 10 risk equivalent or Hazard Index of 1
for the residential scenario, concentration decreases achieving
these standards would result in grosndwater cenditions that
would be protective of a residential scenario of use.




Attachment. Responses to Comme

s on the Dradt Final Fensibility Study for Fremedial Action far the Groundwater Operable Units, March 1998

Comiment #, Pagz,
Section, Para., oic.

Comiment

Response

Well logs provided to DOE and the Army show that several
domestic wells in the area are open to the upper, weathetud portion
of the Burlington-Keokuk Limestone. Domestic use of the
proundwater at this jevel has existed, does currently exist, and can
be expected to continue. While DOE and the Army state they are
aware of anly one ofl-site private drinking watet well shown to
contain elevated levels of site-related contaminants and that the
prohlem was resolved by installing municipal water lines lo Twin
Island lakes, the possibility of contamination of groundwater that
conld potentially be used for domestic drinking water i3 not as
remote as the reader is led fo believe.

Review of the list of welis referenced in the comment has
indicated that none of the domestic wetls located in the arca of
influence fram both the chemical plant and ordnance works are
active or exist. Existing wells screened in the same geolopic
umits are separated from the aguifer present beneath the
chemicat plant and ordnance works by a regional groundwater
divide (Dardenne Creek) and therefore cannot be impacted by
either of these siles.

1298

DOE and the Army, continue to misrepresent the position of the
State of Missouri. The FS (at p. 1-B) contains the followmg quote
of Mimi Garstang, Unu__._...w Girector, Division of Geology and Land
Survey: “Although some voids geour in the uppermost bedrock,
they are generally isolated and display limited vertica or lateral
continuity.” We have repeatedly stated that Ms. Garstang made
this statement in regard to collapse potential for the disposal cell.
She did not, as the FS implies, suggest hat voiding could not
provide a significant pathway for contaminant migration. DOE and
the Army response to our comments is “Comment noted,” but they
have a3 yet failed to put ms. Garstang's statement in the proper
context. This along with DOE’s and the Army’s taking credit for
natural attenuation without adhering to the applicable technical
pratocols casts doubt on the enlire analysis in the FE.

The texl that is the subject of this comment has been revised and
reference to Ms, Garstang’s report has been deleted

10




Attachment. Responses ta Contments on the Draft Finel Feasibliity Study for Remedial Action for the Groundwater Operable Unlts, March 1998

Comment ¥, Page,
Section, Para., etc.

Comment

Response

The evatuation of remedial alternatives described in the Feasibility
Study does not contain encugh informatien to select one alternative
as the preferred altemative. Remedial ajternatives that are
protective of human health do not survive even preliminary
screeming, but alternatives that are oot protective arc analyzed in
detail. The minor revisions o the F5 do not change our opinion
that the evaluation conlzined in the draft final FS is superficial and
seems merely an attempt to justify an allemative preferred by DOE
and the Army witheut regard for the merits.

The evaluation presented in the FS is adequate. Only, that it
indicates that perkaps with the exception of in-situ chemical
oxidation of TCE, not one of the active retnedial alternatives
clearly provides a definite increase in protection to nunan
health and the environment in a timely and cost-effective
manner. .

MDOC

{Lelter from James Fry)

12198
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Attachment. Responses to Comments on the Draft Final Feasibility Stady for Remedial Action [or the Groundwater Guﬂ.ﬁim Units, March 1998

Commenl #, Page,
Section, Para., ete.

LComment

Response

12/28

L

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the March, 1998
draft of the Feasibility Study for Remedial Action for the
Groundwater Operable Units At The Chemical Plant And The
Ordnance Works Area, Weldon Spring, Missourl.

As you know, the Missouri Department of Conservation. is owner
of more than 14,000 acres surrounding the Weldon Spring
Chemical Plant and Weldon Spring Training Area. Our ownership
constitutes the majority of non-Federal land potentially impacted
by groundwater contamination [rom the chemical plant and
activities associafed with it.

Our agency is interested in the cleanvp process both from the
standpoint of being an agency responsible for fish, wildlife, and
forest resources and also as impacted landowner, We rety heavily
on the expertise of the Department of Health and the Department of
Natura! Resources in matters pertaining to public heaith and
environmental quality. There appear to be no current detrimental
impacts Lo aquatic or terrestrial wildlife resulting from groundwater
contaminants, as outlined in this report.




Attachment Responges to Comments on the Iiraft Final Feasibility Study for Remedial Action Tor the Groundwater Operable Unlts, March (998

Comment #, Page,
Section, Pam, etc.

Comment

‘Respense

The alternalives selected for final consideration would not actively
remediate groundwater contamination, except TCE, as it affects
non-Eederal (i.e., Department of Conservation) lapds.

'Responsitility for providing protection front remaining

contamiinants would appear 1o rest fargely on this agency, to be
accomplished by not using groundwater and prokibiting its future
nse through deed restrictions. Table 2.1 Summary of Screening
Analysis for Institutionat Controls notes that "The CE and DA
have accountability for as long as contaminalion is present.”
Further comaents in the table note that “Cwnership and use of
deed restrictions would be easy to implement and resources would
be readily available” and that the cost would be “low.” Resiricting
all further extraction of groundwater and minerals from our lands is
not without *cost™ to our agency and Lhe Missouri Conservation
Commission has not agred to this action. The report does not
indicate how much of our property would be resiricted or its
location. Presumably a deed restriction would be “in perpetuity.”

Deed restrictions and other similar methods of groundwater-use
restrictions have not been identified by the DOE and the DA.

The analysis presented in Table 2.1 of the FS was merely
describing technical or engineering implementability. We agree
sdministrative implementability of deed restrictions should be
acknowledged. ‘Therefore, text in Chapter 2 and TFable 2.1 has
been revised 1o reflect this concern. The MDOC would be
contacted and consulted before any discussion or plan for
proundwater use restrictions takes place.

The monetary value of land is ususlly negatively impacted by deed
restrictions. As mdicated in previous corfespondence, cut 2geRcy
has ne plans to sell these Tands in the foreseeable future, but xever
doing so is not a foregone cenclusion. Also, sale of water ot
miner2l rights could be considered. The option of uging
groundwater for our own purposes also tias value, even though we
have no immediate need for it.

This agency will continue to coopetate i ptanning and
implementation of appropriate remedial actions. We belizve lhe
repott shoutd better reflect the negative aspecis, to non-Federal
interests, of passive remediation altematives.

[l
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